
, , ~ l t h o u g h  GCCISD would prefer multiple qualified responses to an RFP, it has tittle control over whether a m d o r  
’ chooses to respond nor how well they answer the RFP requirements. The Board confmed the selection of IBM as 
vendor for these services. GCCISD did thoroughly review the qualified response by IBM to ensure it met OUT RFp 
requirements, was technically sound, and cost effective. 

It must be noted that GCCISD provided paper copies of all RFP responses to the SLD. Even a cursory examination ofthe 
responses by the SLD would have concluded that the Verizon response did not meet either GCCISD requirements nor, we 
believe, requirements of the E-rate program. That there was only one qualified respondent should not be held against ~n 
applicant during selective review. , ,  

GCCISD frankly objects to the manner in which this funding commitment was handled by the SLD. We fkquently found 
the questions asked by the SLD to be ambiguous and unclear. Most frustrating of all is that there were no questions nor 

, responses were could find in our files that would seem to address the reason for denial. We believe that if we could, 
albeit after the fact, note a void in the information requested, the SLD reviewers should have followed up with Nor were 
there any questions that asked about evaluation criteria. It is inherently unfair to expect applicants to “read between the 

funding denial as a result. 

GCCISD believes that the SLD made an error of fact in denying the FRN listed above. We therefore request the SLD 
grant this appeal and provide an FCDL as expeditiously as possible. 

I 

I lines” to guess what the SLD is looking for because of poorly worded and ambiguous questions and then receive a 

’ ,, j 

e 
MsTFirankie Jackson 
Director, TMS 
607 W. Baker 
Baytown, TX 77521 
Telephone: 28 I4204934 
Fax: 281-420-4637 
Email FJJackson@.cccisd.net 

- . I  6Lc,, 
MI. Pete Cote 
Executive Director of Business Services 
E-Rate Authorized Person of Goose Creek 
4544 Interstate 10 East 
Baytown, TX 77522 
Telephone: 28 142048 19, email: RF’Cote@gccisd.net 

mailto:FJJackson@.cccisd.net
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GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

FRANKIE JACKSON 
DIRECTOR OF TMS 

Making the Technology Connection 

June 20,2005 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 
80 South Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NJ 07981 

Subject: Letter of Appeal, FY2004, Form471# 41543 1, FRN# 1141706 

The denial reason appealed in this matter is that Goose Creek Consolidated Independent School District (GCCISD) did 
not use price as the primary factor in selecting a service provider. GCCISD contends that the SLD made an crror in fact 
in reaching this conclusion. 

GCCISD released an RFP on 11/13/2003. The RFP covered a number of services sought by GCCISD, including the 
Voice ova IP (VOW) requested in the above FRN. The RFP listed eight evaluation criteria, although weighting of each 
criterion was not included in the RFP. (GCCISD provided a paper copy of the RFP during Selective Review.) GCCISD 
used a fully compliant evaluation criteria where price was 30% of the evaluation, two other criteria 15% each, and four 
criteria 10% each. 

The reviewer asked about the process, which we provided in May 2004, but we were not asked about evaluation criteria 
nor the application of the criteria. It is clear in our review of the questions that the SLD never asked GCCISD to provide 
the rationale for vendor selection for this service. The question posed concerned the evaluation process not the criteria 
and rationale for selection. If we had been asked, GCCISD was fully prepared to provide this information. Apparently 
either OUT answers did not provide sufficient information or we misunderstood the nature of the questions, otherwise it 
would have been clear that GCCISD was compliant with E-rate N k S .  

Since a more detailed explanation of the evaluation was apparently required, we believe it appropriate to provide 
information about application of the evaluation criteria in this appeal to reduce follow-on questions. 

In considering Option 4, there were three responses submitted, one each by Trillion, Verizon, and BM.  The Trillion 
response was considered not responsive because it was contingent on award of the WAN contract and did not contain 
specific pricing information. 

The Verizon VOIP response did not provide any pricing information, other than stating equipment was a 36.5% discount 
from list (versus 44% for IBM); nor were implementation details and pricing included the Verizon response. In fact, the 
Verizon FWP response specifically states Verizon has the “capacity to design, engineer, and implement a Cisco based 
Voice Over Ip solution once a final design or configuration on the infrastructure has been established.” (The 
infrastructure design referred to in the previous sentence is the WAN infrastructure.) Also stated in the Verizon response 
is, “_. . i t  is Verizon’s intention to wait until a design is in place. We would be more than happy to work with Goose Creel 
(sic) ISD to help assist in planning the LAN, WAN, and Telephony designs.” Further, the Verizon response states, 
“Verizon can and will offer the district a network Assessment to evaluate current data issues, current voice i s s u t d  the 
overall network prior to designing a VOW system.. .” GCCISD epinieR,pmvi--siich> Eee ineligiblebetvice as part 
of Verizon’s RFP responsc wout8be~itselfa violation of E-rate program rules. 

__ 

607 W. BAKER * BAYTOWN, TEXAS 77521 (281) 420-4934 FAX: (281) 4204637 



In order tot ensure as fair an envirOnment as possible, GCCISD invited both potential vendors to mekc a verbal 
psentation to the evaluation team. NO additional information was provided in the oral presentations by Trillion or 

8 ,  VeTizon that would have brought them into compliance with all RFP requirements. 

n e  verizon response was deemed not to be a qualified response because of the lack of pricing information and failure to 
meet a large number of RFP response requirements. The final result was only IBM provided a response f a  
connections (Option 1) that could be actually evaluated. The Verizon and IBM responses that showed discount h m  list 
*ere presented to the GCCISD School Board because it was the only comparison that could be made due to the lack of 
data from Verizon. (Verizon discount was 36.5% while the IBM discount was 44%, SO clearly JBM was had the lowest 
equipment pricing.) 

In summary, GCCISD had an E-rate compliant evaluation criteria where price was 30% of the evaluation and the oth= 
six factors were 15% or 10% each. Because there was only one qualified respondent to this option no detailed evaluation 
could be conducted, nor is such an evaluation required by E-rate rules if there is only one qualified vendor. GCCISD 
would have applied the criteria fairly had circumstances permitted, 

Although GCCISD would prefer multiple qualified responses to an RFP, it has little control over whether a vendor 
chooses to respond nor how well they answer the RFP requirements. The Board confirmed the selection of IBM as 
vendor for these services. GCCISD did thoroughly review the qualified response by IBM to ensure it met our RFP 
requirements, was technically sound, and cost effective. 

It must be noted that GCCISD provided paper copies of all RFP responses to the SLD. Even a cursory examination of the 
responses by the SLD would have concluded that the Trillion and Verizon responses did not meet ei&r GCCISD 
requirements nor, we believe, requirements of the E-rate program. That there was only one qualified respondent should 
not be held against an applicant during selective review. 

GCCISD frankly objects to the manner in which this funding commitment was handled by the SLD. We Eequently found 
the questions asked by the SLD to be ambiguous and unclear. Most frustrating of all is that there were no questions nor 
responses were could find in our files that would seem to address the reason for denial. Nor were them any questions that 
asked about evaluation criteria. It is inherently unfair to expect applicants to “read between the lines” to guess what the 
SLD is looking for because of poorly worded and ambiguous questions and then receive a funding denial as a result. 

GCCISD believes that the SLD made an error of fact in denying the FRN listed above. We therefore request the SLD 
grant this appeal and provide an FCDL as expeditiously as possible. 

, ,  

n 

Director, TMS / 
607 W. Baker 
Baytown, TX 77521 
Telephone: 28 1-420-4934 
Fax: 281-420-4637 
Email: FJJackson(i3.gccisd.net 

4L @A 
Mr. Pete Cote 
Executive Director of Business Services 
E-Rate Authorized Person of Goose Creek 
4544 Interstate 10 East 
Baytown, TX 77522 
Telephone: 28 1-420-48 19, email: RPCote@gccisd.net 

http://FJJackson(i3.gccisd.net
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GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

FRANKIE JACKSON 
DIRECTOR OF TMS 

Making the Technology Connection 

June 20,2005 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 
80 South Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NJ 07981 

Subject: Letter of Appeal, FY2004, Form 471# 414988, FRN 1140590 and Form 471# 415200, FRN# 1141 146 

The denial reason appealed in this matter is that Goose Creek Consolidated Independent School District (GCCISD) did 
not use price as the primary factor in selecting a service provider. GCCISD contends that the SLD made an error of fact 
in coming to this conclusion. 

GCCISD released an RFP on 1 1/13/2003. The RFP covered a number of services sought by GCCISD, including the 
video requested in the above FRN. The RFP listed eight evaluation criteria, although weighting of each criterion was not 
included in the RFP. (GCCISD provided a paper copy of the RFP during Selective Review.) GCCISD used a fully 
compliant evaluation criteria where price was 30% of the evaluation, two other criteria 15% each, and four criteria 10% 
each. 

The reviewer asked about the process, which we provided in May 2004, but we were not asked about evaluation criteria 
nor the application of the criteria. It is clear in o k  review of the questions that the SLD nwer asked GCCISD to provide 
the rationale for vendor selection for this service. The question posed concerned the evaluation process not the criteria 
and rationale for selection. If we had been asked, GCCISD was fully prepared to provide this infonnation. Apparently 
either our answers did not provide sufficient information or we misunderstood the nature of the questions, oth&se it 
would have been clear that GCCISD was compliant with E-rate rules. 

Since a more detailed explanation of the evaluation was apparently required, we believe it appropriate to provide 
information about application of the evaluation criteria in this appeal to reduce follow-on questions. 

In considering Option, IBM was the sole respondent for Distance Learning. (Other respondents stated they could perform 
the task, but their ability to do so was dependent on their company being awarded the contract for the Wide Area 
Network and detailed pricing was not provided.) 

In summary, GCCISD had an E-rate compliant evaluation criteria where price was 30% of the evaluation and the other 
six factors were 15% OT 10% each. Because there was only one qualified respondent to this option no detailed evaluation 
could be conducted, nor is such an evaluation required by E-rate rules if there is only one qualified vendor. GCCISD 
would have applied the criteria fairly had circumstances permitted. 

Although GCCISD would prefer multiple qualified responses to an RFP, it has little control over whether a vendor 
chooses to respond nor how well they answer the RFP requirements. The Board confirmed the selection of IBM as 
vendor for thesr services. GCCISD did thoroughly review the qualified response ~~~~ ~ by~@Mt~o ensue it metour RhF 
requirements, was technica1tysound;~and c o s  eTfecti%---~ 

~~~~ ~~~~ 

607 w. BAKER BAYTOWN, TEXAS 77521 (281) 420-4934 FAX: (281) 420-4637 

_,_ , ., .- ~ I__..lll-.ll--~..-.-~ ---,-.-------- 



It must be noted that GCCISD provided paper copies of all RFF’ responses to the SLD. Even a cursory examination ofthe 
responses the SLD would have concluded that IBM was the only respondent to this option in the RFP. That there was 
only one respondent should not be held against an applicant during selective review. 

GCCISD believes that the SLD made an error of fact in denying the FRN listed above. Request the SLD grant this appeal 
and provide an FCDL as expeditiously as possible. 

,n >” , 
Director, TMS / 

607 W. Baker 
Baytown, TX 77521 
Telephone: 2814204934 
Fax: 2814204537 
Email: FJJackson@.accisd.net 

Mr. Pete Cote 
Executive Director of Business Services 
E-Rate Authorized Person of Goose C m k  
4544 Interstate 10 East 
Baytown, TX 77522 
Telephone: 2814204819, email: RPCote@gccisd.net 

mailto:FJJackson@.accisd.net
mailto:RPCote@gccisd.net


June 23,2005 

Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 

80 South Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NJ 07981 

Subject: 

Billed Entity Number: 141322 
Goose Creek Cons Ind Sch Dist 

607 W. Baker 
Baytown, TX 77520 

Letter of Appeal, N 2 0 0 4  
Form 470 #804000000467863 

Form 471 #411530 
FRN# 1129147 and FRN# 1137326 

The denial reason appealed in this matter is that Goose Creek CISD (GCCISD) did not 
use price as the primary factor in selecting a service provider. 

This notebook includes information to substantiate that the SLD made an error of fact in 
reaching this conclusion. 



GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

FRANKIE JACKSON ~~ ~ ~ 

DIRECTOR OF TMS 
Making the Technology Connection 

June 16,2005 

, ,  Letter of Appeal 
Schools and Libraries Division 
Box 125 - Correspondence Unit 

, 80 South Jefferson Road 
Whippany, NJ 07981 

Subject: Letter of Appeal, FY2004, Form 471# 411530, FRN# 1129147 and FRN# 1137326 

The denial reason appealed in this matter is that Goose Creek CISD (GCCISD) did not use price as the p r i k  factor 
in selectinga service provider. A copy of the funding commitment decision1etteTisprovidedip attachment A. 
GCCISD contends that the SLD made an error of fact in reaching this conclusion. This memo provides additional 
information that may have been overlooked during the analysis of our request. 

GCCISD released a formal Request for Proposal (RFP) on 11/13/2003 and was opened on December 11, 2003. The 
RFP was number 121 103-2 and w as called the "Network InGastructure Upgrade Solution.'' A copy of the RFF' is 
provided in attachment B. The RFP covered several options sought by GCCISD, including: Option 2 - Internet 
Access @RN# 1129147) and Option 3 - Telecommunications Service (FRN#1137326). 

GCCISD received and responded to a variety of Selective Review questions from the SLD. Apparently either ow 
answers did not provide sufficient information or we misunderstood the nature of the questions, otherwise it would 
have been perfectly clear that the above denial reason did not consider: a) our selection process for these two hnding 
requests, b) the pricing structure, or 3) the extent to which the goods or services meet the district's needs. It is 
understandable because the proposals are complex and there were multiple options covered in the proposals. In an 
attempt to simplify this explanation, each vendor's response for options 2 and 3 are attached as follows: 

Attachment D - Time Warner Cable RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment E -Phonoscope RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment F - Verizon RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment G - IBM RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment H -Unite RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment I - ICTX RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment J - Trillion RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 

- 
- 

The vendors that responded provided different options and capabilities. It's difficult to compare costs when you 
examine the functionality associated with the price. For example, there is a difference in a fiber connection that is 3 
meg vs. 5 meg. vs. 100 meg vs. GigE, as well as differences in a managed vs. unmanaged service, and the capability 
between fiber vs. wireless. The RFP listed eight evaluation criteria, as shown in attachment B on pages B-8 and B-9. 
It was very clear in our requirements that price was a major consideration, as well as the extent to which the goods or 
services met our needs. We also assessed long-term costs, manpower support, and future growth considerations. The 
following table is the RFP selection criteria for vendor responses: option 2 - Internet Access (FRN# 1129147) and 
option 3 - Telecommunications &vice (F~#l137326),~Asshown,~TimqWarner scored 82 out oflOQ@hnts. 

607 W. BAKER * BAYTOWN, TEXAS 77521 (281) 4204934 * FAX: (281) 4204637 



In specifically evaluating ootion 2 - Internet Access fFRN # 1129147), the following table shows the price for this 
service, considering the network speed. The only vendor that had a lower price than Time, Warner Cable was 
Phonoscope. However, they were offering a 3 meg connection NOT a 5 meg connection. A 3 meg connection did not 
meet our needs. It is too small for a district our size. Further, Time Warner’s response included a “scaleable” option to 10 
meg, which allowed for network expansion, when and where needed. Ask any technology professional, this is a great 
solution and price. 

In specifically evaluating ootion 3 - Telecommunications Sentice (FRN #11373261 the table on the next page shows 
how price was used as the primary factor in selecting a service provider, Time Warner Cable. The table shows, a) Price 
Sorted by Initial Cost (Equipment and Construction), b) Price Sorted by Monthly Recurring Cost, and c) Price Sorted by 
Total Cost Over 5 Years. The following factors were considered in selecting Time Warner Cable, which include price as 
the orimarv factor. A summary is as follows: 

Lowest price over a 5 year period. 
Lowest initial price (equipment and construction). GCCISD did not have the initial cost to start the project, while 
waiting on the SLD to decide if our project would be funded. 
Least impact on GCCISD’s monthly operating budget, which was a manageable price. The cost for Time Warner was 
only $5,102 more than the amount being paid for the preexisting T-1 lines at $7,148 (prior to the RFP). 
The shortest deployment time because the fiber is already in place in the GCCISD community. None of the other 
vendors had fiber in place, which would require an 18-month construction period, at minimum. 
A managed solution that is e-rateable 
An immediate solution to address our district’s instructional network needs 
An all inclusive price with no maintenance charges. 
Lowest lifecycle price, as well as the ~ least ~ ~~~~ number ~~ o f y ~ r s ~ r e q u i r i n g c o m m i t m e n t f r o m G C ~ ~ e  dld not 
want to sign a 10-15 year contract, realizing that the technology changes in the area of wide area networking 
services and wireless capabilities. We felt Time Warner Cable offered the best price and met our needs. 



Band Connection Contract 

Phonoscope3 1000 Fiber 15 years Leased 5900,000 $4,000 548,000 $1,140,000 
IBM 100 Wireless 10 years Leased $1,680,725 $0 $0 ,51,680,725, 
Verizon 1 1000 Fiber 10 years Leased 51,813,565 $0 535,739 $1,992,260 
ICTX 1000 Fiber 10 years Managed 51,935,702 $3,613 $43,356 $2,152,482 

Price Sorted bv Monthlv Recurring Cost 
I I I I I I InitialCost I Monthly I An nuai I Total cost I 

initial Cost Monthly Annual Total Cost 
[EauiD. I Recurrina Recurrina Over 5 

I I Band I Connection I Contract I I (Eauip. I I Recurring I Recurring I Over 5 I 

Initial Cost Monthly Annual 
Band Connection Contract (Equip. I Recurring Recurring 

Total Cost 
Over 5 



GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

FRANKIE JACKSON 

Making the Technology Connection 
DIRECTOR OF TMS 

Attachment K is a copy of the presentation given to the GCCISD Board of Trustees on January 2, 2004, where RFP 
#I21 103-2 Network Infrastructure Upgrade solution for options 2 and 3 were approved by GCCISD. 

In summary, GCCISD believes that the SLD made an error of fact in denying the funding requests listed above. 
Attachment L is a copy of documentation given to the SLD regarding this funding request. GCCISD requests that the 
SLD grant this appeal and provide an FCDL as expeditiously as possible. 

Ms. Frankie Jackson 
Director, TMS 
607 W. Baker 
Baytown, TX 77521 
Telephone: 2814204934, Fax: 2814204637, email: FJJackson@gccisd.net 

Mr. Pete Cote 
Executive Director of Business Services 
E-Rate Authorized Person of Goose Creek 
4544 Interstate 10 East 
Baytown, TX 77522 
Telephone: 2814204819, email: RPCote@gccisd.net 

Supporting Documentation in Notebook 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 

Attachment A - USAC Funding Commitment Decision Letter for funding year 2004 
Attachment B - RFP 121 103-2, Network Infrastructure Upgrade Solution 
Attachment C - RFP Award Letter for options 2 and 3 to Time Warner Cable 
Attachment D - Time Warner Cable RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment E -Phonoscope RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment F - Verizon RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment G - IBM RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment H -Unite RF'P Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment I ~ JCTX RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment J -Trillion RFP Response (Options 2 and 3) 
Attachment K - Board Presdation for RFF' Approval 
Attachment L - Items Previously Sent to the SLD 

~~ 

607 W. BAKER BAYTOWN, TEXAS 77521 (281) 420-4934 FAX: (281) 420-4637 
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@ 
Universal Service Administra the Company USAC Schools & Libraries Division 

(Funding Year 2004: 07/01/2004 - 06/30/2005) 
.. . ~. ~. . . ~.~~ -~ ~~ .. .. ~. ~~ 

~~ 
- ~ ~ ~. ~~. ~ 

May 10, 2005 

' Frankie Jackson 
GOOSE CREEK CONS IND SCH DIST 
607 W .  Baker 

Re: Form 471 Application Number: 411530 

n." 7 ... , 

Funding Ye8r 2004: 07/01 2004 - 06/30/2005 

Applicant's rarm Identifier: CC-FJ-Zh3 WAN , ,  

8 ,, 1 

Billed Entit Numbar: 14 i 322 

Thank you for your Funding Year 2004 E-rate application and for any assistance you 
Featured in the Funding Commitment Report at the end of this letter. 

- The amount, 5214,072.82 is "Denied." 
Please refer to the Funding Commitment Report on the page following this letter for 
specific funding request decisions and explanations. 
The Important Reminders and Deadlines immediately preceding this letter are provided 
to assist you throughout the application process. 

NEXT STEPS 
- Review technology planning approval requirements - Review CIPA Requlrementa - File Fora 486 - Invoice the SLD using the Form 474 (service providers) or Form 472 (Billed Entity) 
FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 

rovided throughout our review. Here is the current status of the funding request(s) 

following this letter, we have provided a Funding Commitment Report for the 
lication cited above. 
er(s) (FRNs) from Your application. 

The enclosed re ort includes a list of the Funding 
T E e SLD is also sending this information 

~ - ~ - ~  to your service provider(s) so-preparations can be made to begin impleminting your E-rate 
discount(s) after you file your Form 486. 
Report, you will find a guide that provides a definition for each line of the Report. 

TO APPEAL THIS DECISION: 

If you wish to a 
received by the 
to meet this requirement will result in automatlc dismissal of your appeal. 
letter of appeal: 

I. Include the name, address, tele hone number, fax number, and e-mail address 

2. State outright that your letter i s  an appeal. Identify whlch Funding Commitment 

Immediately preceding the Funding Commitment 

ea1 the decision indicated in this letter, your appeal must be 
or postmarked withing 60 days of the date of thls letter. Failure 

In your 

(if available) for the person w E o can most readily discuss this appeal with us. 

Decision(s) you are appealing. Indlcate the relevant funding year and the date 
of the FCDL. Your letter of appeal must also include the Billed Entity Name, the 

~ ~~~ ~ 

.~ ~. ~~ . 

Hos I25 Corrcrpondcncc Unil. XI1 South Jcliicrson Road. Whippany, \cw Jcrscy. 117'XiI 
Visit us online at: www.sl.univcrsalscrvicc.org 

http://www.sl.univcrsalscrvicc.org


FUNDING COMMITMENT REPORT 

Form 471 Application Number. 411530 
Funding Request Number: 1129147 
Services Ordered: Internet Access SPIN: 143016451 Service Provider Name: Texas Cable Partners, L. 
Contract Number: N/A 
EL eiiicz in $ ~ ~ ~ ~ $ 0 0 4  
Contrac xplra ion a . 
Annual kr:-d+sckunt ~u%nt"~or 
Annual Pre-discount Amount f L r i b l e  Non-recurrlng -- eharges : $2,500.00 .~__ -. 

D1'cam Funding Commitmen mFc"tTDeclsion: 3.00 - Bidding Violation 
Funding Commitment Decision Explanation: 
price was not the primary factor in selecting this service provider s proposal. 

Funding Status: Not Funded 

l+glble Recurring Char es: $20,380.80 
: 

~~ ~~ -. ~~ , 
TFGdiSCoUnL the ~~~ H,lt, . .  . ~ .  ~ 

Documentation provided deyonstrates that 

Funding Request Number: 1137326 
Services Ordered: Telecommunications Service SPIN: 143016451 Service Provider Name: Texas Cable Partners, 
Contract Nunber: MTM 
Billing Account Number: N/A 
-on Da e:  06/30 2005 
Annual Pre-&scount A d X r  kllglble Recurring Char es: $156 406.80 
Annual Pre-discount Amount for Eligible Non-recurring Zharges : $110,000 : 00 
pre-discount Amount: $266,406.80 
Discount Percenta e Approved b the SLD: N/A 
Funding Conmitment Decision Explanation: 
price was not the primary factor in selecting this service provider 8 proposal. 

Funding Status: Not Funded 

L. n71 

Funding Comnltmen ? Declslon: $ g . O O  - Bidding Violation 
Documentation,provided deyonstrates tha 

L. 

- 

It 

dba 
- 

P. dba ' 
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GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
DIRECTOR OF PURCRASING 

BAYTOWN, TEXAS 77521 

NOTICE TO PROPOSERS 

- 
NETWORK I N w T R U m  UPCRAbE SOLUTION 

---- __ _ _ _ _  
1. RFP’s will be opened at 200 pm, l h d a y ,  Decembrr 11,2003 in the Mockingbird R O O ~  sf 

the Administration Building at 4544 1-10 East, Baytown, Texas 77521. pqmd‘  \ 
representatives 
OII the OUTSIDE of the ~ ~ ~ e l o p c  as followe: 

invited to be p-t. Sealed proposa~~ must be propaly labsled 

Su,uerintendent’s me 
C/O Lester Sloan, Director of Purchasing 
GOOSE CREEK CISD 

Baytown, Tam 77521 
4544 I-IO E a t  

“Seakd proposals for Network Injfarhcchtre U p w &  SO&~OM. 
Open: i?nus&y, December, I I ,  2003 at 2:OOpm”. 

2. Physical address of ddiveryofpropod is 4544 1-10 East, Baytow Texas 77521. 

3. Should you desire additional infomution pertaining to these specifications, please 

4. No proposal will be considered which is not submitted on the attachd “Lnvitation to Propose” 

contact Lestff SlOW p. 0. Box 30, Baytom, Texas 77522, Telephone 281/420-4579. 

form signed by a proper official of the supplier and submitted in a sealed envelope. NO 
telegraph, telephone, or faxed proposals will be accepted. 

Publish: November 13,2003 
November 20,2003 



_- 
- - - ~- 

1. Invitation To Bid 

2. Felony Conviction Notice 

3. Non-Collusion Affidavit 

4. Bidder's Certification 

If any of these forms are missing from the original proposal packet 
received by you, please call the GCCISD kchasing Ofice so that 
replacement pages may be forwarded to you immediately. 

281l420-4579 

SUBMIT THE ORIGINAL AND ONE 
COPY OF ALL PROPOSAL DOCUMENTS 



, 

', 

GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCRIOOL D I S m m '  
P. 0. BOX 30 

77522 9 

L -- 
therein. 

- -~ 

D8b 

Number of drys to deliver 

Shipment Dcrtlnatlon: 
~ L a e o r i o r r t  

-- __--- 

ctty St.& U p  Code 

Telephone Ara code 

DESCRIPTION 

.............................................................................. S Option 1 
S .............................................................................. S Option 3. 
s Option 4..........................................................,....,......,...,.... 
S 

optlan t... ............................................................................ 

Option 5 ............................................................................... 
Total if awarded all options .................................................. ..$ 

partnenhlp, or inrtlhllon W m t a t e d  by tbe bidder, or anyone actlng for mch nrm corporrtlon, or i~dtuf lo .  has 
vlolrtcd the 8IIdhOEt law ofthb State, codifled In Stetlon 15.01, et s q . ,  Teras Businus and Commcrce Code or the 
Fed'edcrd aotltrust laws, nor communicated directly or indirccliy the bld made to any competitor or any other person 

engrgtd In snrb llne of buslnur." Cash Dluount % -- 
~ ~~ _ -  



O W  c o w  CTION NOTICI$ 
.- 

s a ~ a y  dmtica notifiutim ofcrimiad himOy cmtnaor L I& in the T U ~  Edudoarl COdL 44.0%. 
m n g  ir M eumpk of I M a y  ccaviaim notla: 

:TION . .  
I ~ecuon 44 .OM, Notification of 

crimind History. Subsection (a). statca "a person or busintss entity that -. - 

r i u  person or an owner or operator of the business entity has becn convicted of a 
felony. The notice must indude a general description of the conduct 'mltmg m 
the conviction of a felony? 

Subsection (b) states a school district may terminate a contract with a pason OT 

busincsa entity if the district determines that the person or busimeap e m  
su- n (a) or miarepmcnted the conduct 

entity for scrvica performed before tlm t m  of the contra%." 

- 7 7 :  . .  . . .  

- 

THlS NOTICE IS NQT REQUIRED OF A 
PUBLICLY-HELD CORWRATION 

1. the undcraigncd agent of the fhm namd bebw, &ify that the information conce- 
wt&ation of felony convictions has been reviewed by m and the following information 

VENDOR'S NAMk 

A U T H O R I Z E D ~ M P ~ o ~ ~ ~ " v l E ( p r i r u t e d )  

A. My firm M I pblicly-beld -ti- therrfae. t h i~  rrpating mpirarmC is M( applicable. 

furnished L truc to the best of my knowkdge. 

SigMlUie ofcaapany oftkial 

B. My fym is not owned nor c p a d  by pny~lne who bas been convicted of a felony: 

signature of company offici 

C. My firm is owned OT operated by the following individual(s) wlm hashave been convicted of a felony: 

Nam of Felon(s) 

Details of Conviction(s) 



, 

', 
GOOSE CREEK CONSOLIDATED INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

POBOX30 ' 

BAYTOWN, TEXAS 

0 C0UMI"y OF 

___ 
-- -3%Gfidape,bSipgfiret  

i i i i p ~  to submit the attacm 
proposal. Affiant furthQ states that the proposal has not been a pmty to'any co~usicm am- 
proposa~proposas in restraint of M o m  of competition by agrement to && at a fixed 
prim or to re% from proposhg, or with any District employee, Board Trustee. or benefit 
consultant 88 to quantity. quality. or price in the prospective contract, or any other term of said 
prospective contract, OT in any discussions or actiom between pr0poeaVproposar and any 
Did& employee, Board Trust% or bentfit consultant concerning exchange of money or otha 
things of value special consideration in the lettering of this contract. 

Signature 

Title of Above Signa- 

3 
Subscribed and sworn to before me this day of 

Notary Public 

State of 

My Commission Expires 



G~~SECREHKCLSD 
BIDDER'S CERTIFICATION 

The 1985 Texas LegislatUrt passed HB 620 relating to bide by nonresident contractors. The 
p d e n t  portion of the Act has been extracted and is as follows: 

(3) "Texas Resident Bidder" means a bidder whose principal place of business is in this 
state, and includes a contractor whose ultimate parent company or majority owner 
has its principal place of business in this state. 

__ -- - section 1. (b) 
- - 

-c_ 

The state or a govunmental agencyofthe state may not mad a contract for general 
construction, improvements, services, or public w h  pmjectr or p- of 
supplies, matmi&, or equipment to a nonresident bidder Unlcsa the nonrtsidmrs bid 
is lower than the loweat bid submitted by a &ble Texas r s a i b t  bidder by the 
same amount that a Texas resident bidder would be requirad to undcrbid a 
nonresident bidder to obtain a comparable contract in the state in which the 
nomident's principal place of business is located. 

Icertifythet is a (Company Name) 

Resident Bidder of Texas as defined in HB 620. 

Signature 

Print Name 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

I certify that is a 
(Company Name) 

Nonresident Bidder as defined in HE 620 and our principal place of business is: 

(City and State) 



Goose Creek Conrolfdated Independent School Dhtrlct (GCCISD) 
Request for Prouosd fRFP) #121103-2 

I 

. -  
Network I n b & c t m n ' U u ~  

lnsaoetlonr to Vendor 
_ _ -  - _---- - - _ - -  

C -~ - ~ w - - p r n  
1 eqdmmm aescribed therein. The total cost proposal is expected to break out all costs 
including initial purchase, monthly costs (if applicable), and Brrrmal mahtehence costcl at 
least, which includes at leaat 5 years. If you arc unable to comply with a specific item in the 
RFP, you arc to prepare a separate listing of exceptions. I 

2. The prices and conditions negotiated for-- _. - 
-------- 

3. b y  quaions that arise must be submitted in writing to one of the points of collt$ct. we will 
W c f  questions, in W r i a  within 5 dam. 

4. GCCISD rcserve the right to request additional or clarifying information a f h  you proposals 

5. In addition, GCCISD resavc~ the right to accept or reject any or all proposels. 

4. The tams and conditions of this lUT am to be used as a basis for a contunplated GCCISD 
purchase order that will constitute the formal contract to accomplish the work. Any 
IDodifiCatiOM (change orders) to the purchase order will require the prior negotiation and 
approval of GCCISD. GCCISD is not required to pay for modifications undertaken without 
such approval and may require them to be removed by the vendor at uo cost to GcCIsf). 

5. The successful vendor for the proposal shall provide and install all equipment, materials, 
and/or scrvicc enumerated unless GCCISD dirccts otherwise for a particular itcm. 

have been opened. 

6. GCCISD nscrvca the right to waive any procedural requirements set forth herein for any and 
all vendors. 

7. It is expected that the network inhstructure upgrade solution proposed will ensure that any 
investment made in the network today will support increased technology and productivity 
needs at a minimum, for the next 5 years. 

I- 

,-,. ~,_II, 
~ ., ..-_.----. -. ~ "-.̂ ----.--.-' 



Cowe Creek Conrolldated Independent School DL&et 
Request for Proposal (RFp) #I21 103-2 

Network Inhstruch~re Upgrade Solntlon 

1. ~n the performance of this w o k  the succtssll vendor will comply in CVQY way with the 

2. Vendom must supply at least 5 refmmm that an comparable to this RFP, such 88 designing 
and implementing network solutions that include ten or more m o t e  sites. 
Specifications must include relevant expaicnce, past performance, customer contact person, 
and a phone number SO that references can be verified. 

endom should have cxpcrienc~ in the hardware, software. network operations gystcms, and 
network in6nst~ctum components described haein. Experience in the working with public 
education (school districts) is desired. 

_ _ -  - 
_ _ _ -  - 

studenta in the foreseeable fiturc (5 yeer~ +). Th& needs must take into considaatim tbe 

6. Thc proposed technology infrastrutum must be fault tolcrant resulting 99% reliability 
(uptime). 

consider long-term costs in the proposed solution such as licensing, 
support, manpower support, and future growth Cansidcratione. - 

mustpresent a solution for which the overall monitoring of the Wide An N&wo& 
e h m  a single location (singlepoint-of-mhk&mti on). 

9. Vendors must present a proja plan with detailed activities of the work to be performed 

10. Vendors should provide a list of quantifiable reasons for selecting their proposal solution. 

1 1. Vendors should recommend training strategies and related costs for technical staff. 

including scheduled W s t o p  dates and manpower estimates. 



\ 

Goose Creek ConsoUdated Independent School Dirtrlet (GCCISD) 
Rqoert for Proporal (RFP) 11121103-2 

Network Iafrastrnctnre Upgrade Solntioa 

_. - - --- - scorn ~ _ _ - -  _ -  -- ---- _ -  
IBIS ~ q u e s t  for Pmposd (RFp) involvw the analysis, design, and solution of the Goose Creek 
Consolidated M c p c n d ~ t  School District (GCCISD) Wide Area Network (WAN). Spa i f i ay ,  
the RFp asks for network inhstructure upgrade solution that includes a long-term strategy for 
dckmhing the infrastructun for the instructional and admiriistrative needs of the district. 

_ _  
___ - 

, ’  

Reaafrcmeng ( 8 )  

I.U the pdomance of this work. the vendor will comply in every way with the -mm of 
local hws and ordinmccs, the laws ofthe State of Texas, the N a t i a  Board of F h  
Underwriters, and the National Electrical Code.. 

Vendors must supply at least 5 ref-- that are comparable to this RFP, such 88 d&&g and 
implementing network so lu t i~n~ that include ten or more m o t e  sites. Specifid- 
include nlcvant @cnce. past pmfo~ance, customer contact person. and a phone n u m k  SO 
that refcrcncm can be verified. 

Vendors should have experience in the hardware, software, network operating systems, 
network i nh tn t~ lu~  W~~OII- dtscn‘bed ffid Expaien~e in working with public 
education (school districts) is desired. 

This proposal shall be awarded based on but not limited to the following critaia: 

1. purchaseprice 
2. Reputation of the vendor and of the vendor’s goods or services. 
3. Quality of the vendor’s goods or services. 
4. The extent to which the goods or services meet the district’s nceds. 
5. The vendor’s past relationship with the district. 
6. The impact on the ability of the district to comply with laws and rules relating to 

7. The total long-tenn cost to WCISD to acquire the vendor’s goods or services. 
8, Any other relevant factor specifically listed in the request for bids or proposals. 

historically underutilized businesses. 

15 
10 
15 
15 
10 
10 

IS 
10 



Gowe Creek Consolidated Independeat School Dlrtrlct (CCCISD) 
Request for Proporal (RFP) #121103-2 

Network Infrutrn&an Upgrade Solntlonr 

G- 

Evaluatloa of Proposal% GCCISD will award contracts baaed upon the lowart responsible 
propod price and the award c r i t h  listed earlier. Contracts may be awarded on a lump 8um 

basis or on a unit price basis provided that in the went awntract specifia aunit price baais. the 
compensation paid by GCCISD shell be 

_ _  
WPkd. In _ _ _  - the "mveBt responsible" w-m addition to price, otha  

as compliance with the propoahl documents, delivery requirements, suitabiliry of 
product. costs of maintenance and operations. training requirments, warrautica. availability of 
repain or upgrades, or other Savices, past performaam of the bidder, other tictors contributing 
to the o v d  costs. both direct and indirect, related to an item and in compliance with 
GCCISD'o policies and goals. 

NOTES 

1. Reject or cancel any or all propoeals. 
2. Waive any defect, h g u l t d y  or informality in any proposal or bidding p m d m .  
3. Waive 88 an h f o d t y ,  deviations from SpCCifiCatiOM at lower prim than otha 

propoeals meeting all aspects of the specifications ifit ia determined that total cost is lower 
a d  the o v d  function is improved or not impaired. 

4. Extard the proposal apenine t h e  and date. 
5. RcisnrC a pqmal invitation. 
6. Consider and accept an alternate proposal 88 provided herein when most advanwgww to 

GCCISD. 
7. GCCISD has the right to cancel the contract without cause or reason with thirty (30) day 

writtm notice. 
8. Fmcm any item or services by other means, 

Inciudons: The Invitation to Bid, Bidder's Certificate, Standard Terms and Conditions,*and 
General Bidding Instructions shall be included, verbatim, as part and body of these 
specifications. 



Tern: Goose Creek CISD in interested in obtaining pricing for a one (1) year service 
alpcanent. Tbe district T~SCTVC~ the right to rerkw this contract or t h e  (3) additional o n e m  
tnms if service, p r i c k .  t- emarkct. Priceincreases 
d not exceed the regional CPI (. 

’ 

.. 

-_-- 
Dbclorurer: By si&&- -has not p i v v  
nor &O mic o~portunify, fiture employmmi. gip, loan, 
gratuity, special discowti. trig. favor or service to a public servani in connection with t h  
proposal submizted. BIDDER SHALL NOTE any and all relationships that might bc a conflict 
of i n t d  and shall include such information with the proposal. By siguing this propod, a 
bidder affirms that. to the best Ofhi$her knowledge, the p l q b d  has baen arrived a 
independently and is submitted without collusion to obtain Mormation or gain my f a v o r i h  
that would in any way knit competition pc giychm 4ls- over Omcr biddm rn 

_. ~ - 

._ 

___. -- proposal. - 

hndlng Out clanre: ~ n y / a  contracts exceeding one (1) year will resut;: a stanw “fimdine 
out” clause. A contract for the acquisition, including lase of rtal or pcrsonal pmperty, is a 
cornmitmont of GCCISD’s ament revenue only provided the contract contains either or both of 
the following pmVbi0M: 

1. Retains to the district the continuing right to taminate the contract at the cxphticun of each 
budget period during the term of the contract. 

2. Is conditioned on a best efforts attempt by the district to obtain and appropriate funds for 
payment of the contract. 

All Contraetr md Agreements betwetn merchants and GCCISD shatl strictly adhere to the 

Law IllstiMe in the National Confaence of Cornmissionas on Uniform State Laws. hferencs: 
Uniform Commercial Code, Fourteenth Edition, 1995 Official Tact. 

statutes as Bet forth in the Uniform commercial codc as last emended m 199s by the Ameiicen 

Contracts for hrcbase will be put into effect by meaus of purchase order@) cxecutced by the 
Director of Purchasing after proposal hae been awarded. Any additional agreemmts/coatrscts to 
by signed by GCCISD shall be included with the proposal. Prices for all goods andor services 
shall be included with the proposal. Mces for all goods and /or services shall be negotiated to a 
firm amount for the duration ofthis contract or as agreed to in terms of time h e .  

Taxa: GCCISD’is exempt from payment of taxes under Chapter 20, Title 122A, Revised Civil 
Statutes of Texas, for the purchase of tangible personal property. 

Assipment and Subcontracting: No part of this order may be assigned or subcontracted 
without the prior written approval of GCCISD’s Director of Purchasing or Director of TMS 
Department. 



Invoice: Purchase ords number shall appear on all invoik and invoices sent to: 

GOOSE CREEK CISD 
~ccounts Payable 

Payment: GCCBD shall pay, within thirty (30) days of receipt and acceptance of units and 
receipt of aa accurate invoice, whichever is later. Acceptance shall c o d m t e  all items 

being received and in good Working order to the satisfaction of GCCISD. 

.. . * - 
m g  Bid Flrm: Pmposal O f f c r c d m ~  

rfars;- 

AppUcablWy: These conditions arc applicable and form a pai  of the contract documenb in each 
qukpment and/or service contract and a part of the terms of each purchase orda for items of 
equipment and/or service included in the specifjcations and bid forms issued herswith. 

Withdrawal of bi& will not be allowed for a h o d  of &ety (90) days following the bid 
openink 

Specifteations may bc those developed by the using department or by the manufactum to 
represent items of regularly manufactured products. 

District Speeificatlons have been developed by the using department to show minimaI standards 
as to the usage, mirtcrials, and contents b a d  on their needs. 

@eations conccming these proposal specificatiom shall be addressed to Goose creek 
Consolidated Independent SchoOl District, Director of Purchasing, Lester Sloan, (281)420-4579. 

Queatlons concerning Instructions to Vendors and General Specifications R q u h m t s  shall be 
addressed to Goose Creek Consolidated Independent School District, Director of TMS Dept., 
Frankic Jackeon, (281)420-4934. 

Sealed Proposals Only Are Acceptable: Faxed biddproposals will not be accepted by WCISD 
since the fax process does not provide for the delivery of a sealed bidproposal. 

Addendum's or Amendments to this proposal will be issued by the Director of Purchasing in 
writing to those companies known to have received this proposal. 

- _- ~~ 


